Mr. Mark Crossland 
c/o Rep. William J. Hughes 
327 Cannon Building 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 



1735 Highland Place, #25 
Berkeley, CA 9A709 
(415) 845-4669 
May 31, 1975 



Dear Mr. Crossland: 



Thank you for your phone call of the 20th, asking me for a short position 
paper arguing for a reopening of the Kennedy assassination investigation. As I 
indicated, it is difficult to condense the factual issues into a few pages, so 
I am restricting myself to a fairly general analysis. Giving the other side 
the benefit of the doubt, as I will do in this letter, still results in what I 
consider a conclusive case for a new investigation. 

(1) The investigation should be reopened because people want it reopened 
and are not satisfied with the Warren Report. ", ^ ~ 

This public attitude is something Congressmen should keep in mind while 
considering the specific points which have been given much prominence in the 
last few months. I think that the massive public rejection of the Warren Report 
is ultimately based on the objective failure of the Commission in both its 
tasks - to find the truth, and to reassure the American people that the truth 
had been found - and is in itself a serious point in favor of a careful new 
investigation. 



(2) ^ hnow of no solid reasons for not reope ning the case. 

Since so much evidence in favor of a reinvestigation has been presented, 
it would be interesting to find out why people are against it. It might be 
helpful if you could informally approach some Congressmen who do not openly 
support a new investigation and find out what their reasons are , 

I expect that you would encounter reasons which have not been given much 
attention by the critics recently: e.g., it would be a waste of money; there 
is no longer much chance of finding out who the conspirators were; the critics 
are all sensationalists; it would endanger relations with Cuba. I doubt that 
many people will say there could not have been a coverup, or that they are convinced 
by the Warren Report. I am confident that if you were to put together a statement 
of the major consensus arguments against a reinvestigation, various critics 
would be able to respond to them effectively. 



(3) The Warren Commission investigati on was inadequate. 

At the very least, it was not good enough to justify an assertion that 
alternatives to the lone-assassin hypothesis were properly considered. 

Most of the people associated with the Commission seem to defend its 
conclusions. It is possible for otherwise reasonable men to do so, although as 
you know almost all serious studies of the Commission have concluded that its 
investigation was seriously flawed. Commission members and staff lawyers will 
a so defend themselves against charges made by some critics that they were involved 
in a deliberate and conspiratorial coverup, and will in rebuttal exaggerate the 
quality of their work. I suppose that some Congressmen will respond to this 

giving the benefit of the doubt to those Commission 
defenders who claim that nothing was wrong with the investigation. 

==4 a situation was more subtle and complicated than some on either 

thar records of the Commission in the National Archives prove 

that in several areas the staff knew that potentially important leads were not 
ully checked out. Some decisions which now seem indefensible were made, but 
It IS possible to see how many of the limitations of the investigation resulted 

wariiSlTrt"^^^ decisions that Commission pressure in certain sensitive areas 
was likely to be unproductive, given the cost of alienating (e.g.) the FBI. 
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I think that some of the Commission staff attorneys would be willing to 
admit, at least privately, that some evidence which may in fact have been quite 
significant was not brought to their attention by the FBI or the other 
investigative agencies, or was not completely investigated by the Commission. 

(4) The Warren Commission’s case against Oswald is substantively as well 
as procedurally f 1 awed . 

The official case has been successfully attacked by my fellow critics over 
the past eleven years. I am confident that a skillful defense lawyer, such as 
Mark Lane, could persuade a jury to return a verdict of ’not guilty* if Oswald 
were being tried on the basis of the evidence known today. I would particularly 
recommend Sylvia Meagher’s book, ’Accessories After the Fact,' as the best 
single critique of the Warren Commission’s case against Oswald. 

(5) The basic evidence -photographic, ballistic, and documentary - was 
not properly studied . 

Some critics have said that the Zapruder film is obvious and conclusive 
disproof of the .lone-assassin hypothesis, I am not completely convinced (and 
certainly do not think that the film shows gunmen in the bushes). There may in 
fact be some explanation for Kennedy’s strong backward reaction to the fatal shot 
which is consistent with the Commission's reconstruction; I would emphasize that 
this strong prima facie evidence against a shot from the rear was apparently 
never examined by the Commission. 

Other items of hard physical evidence have not been looked at by scientists 
systematically trying to extract as much information as possible. The single- 
bullet theory is not quite as absurd as it can easily be made to appear, but there 
are sound reasons (e.g., as presented by Dr. Cyril Wecht) for rejecting it. 

On the documentary evidence, I would like to emphasize that some relevant 
records were not turned over to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the demand to 
open the government's files should not be restricted to the material in the 
Archives. For example, the FBI’s files on Oswald were not given to the Commission; 
I have been trying without success to get them using the Freedom of Information 
Act.^ Any new investigation should give careful attention to Oswald's links to 
the intelligence community, and to Jack Ruby’s background (particularly his 
to organized crime). I do not think the solution to the assassination 
would become apparent if the withheld material in the Archives were released; 
on the other hand, the material now available is enough to demolish the idea 
that the Warren Commission did a proper job. (I know that you have talked with 
Harold Weisberg, who is quite familiar with the documentary record. Although he 
and I ha.ve disagreed on many points, I am sure he could give you valuable help 
in getting documents to back up arguments against the Commission’s case.) 

(6) j[f Lee Harvey Oswald and Jack Ruby were not both lone killers , there 
.£££ conspirators who remain unknown, unpunish ed,- and undeterred from future acts. 

This basic inference is worth keeping in mind. I expect that there is 
a lot of imprecisely articulated fear that any person who becomes a serious 
presidential candidate is putting himself in physical danger. Resolving this 
matter one way or the other would seem to be a strong reason for reopening the 
investigation. I agree with the Assassination Information Bureau that "a 
government that fails to properly investigate the assassination of its elected 
leader cannot pretend to be democratic." 

I hope that these comments are helpful to you. I would be glad to provide 
my opinions, or any_ relevant documents I have, relating to. any specific points 
which particularly interest you or the Comgressmeri you, talk with. 

Sincere]^ yours, 

Paul L. Hoch 




